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II. Ruthenia

The Treaty of Trianon severed from Hungary and 
incorporated in Czecho-Slovakia, not only Slovakia, but 
also Ruthenia — “ the territory of the Ruthenians to the 
south of the Carpathians". In his speech delivered before 
the Supreme Council of the Peace Conference on February 
5th., 1919, M. Benes asserted that the Ruthenians did not 
wish to remain under the control of the Hungarian State, 
but were anxious to form an autonomous State in close 
union with Czecho-Slovakia. This Czech statesman, then still 
anti-bolshevik in feeling, referred to the danger bound to 
arise in the event of East Galicia and the Carpathians falling 
into Russian hands. After pointing out that Poland did 
not claim this territory, M. Benes concluded by saying that 
Ruthenia would either have to remain Hungarian or to 
become a self-governing area. In the latter case, however, 
— so he asserted — that province desired to live in federal 
union with Czecho-Slovakia.1

In this connection we must note before proceeding that 
when these statements were being made the tendency pre
vailing among the Ruthenian people was undoubtedly that 
which was in favour of remaining part of Hungary. This is 
manifest from the circumstance that the biggest and most 
authoritative of the Ruthenian councils formed in the autumn

1 D. H. M iller , op. cit. V o l. 14., p . 214.
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of 1918 — that, namely, formed in the town of Ungvar 
(Uzhorod), the present Capital of the province — passed 
a resolution to that effect.2 For ever since they had — in 
the thirteenth century — settled in large numbers in Hungary, 
the Ruthenians had lived on the best possible terms with 
the Magyars, who had always spoken of them (using the 
term first employed by Francis Rakoczi II.) as “gens fidelis- 
sima” and still regard them as such. Not only did the Great 
Hungarian Lowlands easily absorb the wood and salt pro
duced in the Wooded Carpathians —  commodities of which 
those Lowlands were previously and are still extremely 
short: they also provided opportunities of labour for the 
Ruthenian agricultural labourers, who by their work during 
the harvest months were able to earn enough food to keep 
them during the winter too. The relief actions initiated in 
1896 by the Hungarian Government on behalf of the 
Ruthenian mountaineers — particularly the action directed 
by Mr. Edward Egan, a Hungarian of Irish extraction, which 
has always been known as the “Egan Action” — are still 
remembered with gratitude by the poor Ruthenian peasants; 
and the Czech press has more than once been impelled to 
establish the fact that the Czecho-Slovak Government has 
so far failed to replace the “mountain commission" which 
it suspended by any other suitable institution.

And the autonomy of Ruthenia might anyhow have 
been realised just as well within the territory of Hungary 
as within that of Czecho-Slovakia. The Revolutionary 
Governments in office in Hungary in 1918 and 1919 were 
preparing to grant this territory an autonomy similar to 
that enjoyed by Croatia; and a similar desire inspired also 
the national Government restored to power after the over
throw of Communism. When we consider that Hungary 
never failed to honestly observe the terms of the Agreement 
with Croatia concluded in 1868 which guaranteed the 
autonomy of that country, whereas the Czecho-Slovak State 
has so far failed to put into practice a single letter of the 
obligations undertaken by it in respect of Ruthenia in the

2 Dr. Leo Epstein, “Studienausgabe der Verfassungsgesetze der 
tschechoslow. Republik." Reichenberg, 1923, p. 224.
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Minority Treaty of Saint Germain, the rules of logic allow 
of no other conclusion than that the autonomy of Ruthenia 
was practically feasible only within the frame of the 
Hungarian State.

For the sake of historical completeness it should be 
noted that when, in the winter of 1919, the Ukrainian troops 
occupied Huszt, a small town lying on the eastern fringe of 
Ruthenia, a "national council” of some kind or other declared 
in favour of the annexation of Ruthenia to the Ukraine. 
The only "national council” to vote in favour of incorporation 
in Czecho-Slovakia was that of Eper jes (Presov) :3 though 
that was only after the town had been occupied by Czech 
troops. It should be noted, however, that even the Czechs 
themselves do not regard Eper jes as a Ruthenian town; for 
it was annexed, not to Ruthenia, but to Slovakia: while the 
person ultimately responsible for the resolution of the 
Eperjes “ town council” — M. Anthony Beszkid — was in 
1923 appointed “Governor” of Ruthenia (no doubt in 
recognition of his services in connection with the securing 
of that territory), though of course without the new 
"Governor” being given anything in addition to the high- 
sounding title — indeed, he was not granted even the right 
of appointing office servants. Quite apart from that, however, 
it is a historical fact that of three so-called "national councils” 
only one was found to vote in favour of incorporation in 
Czecho-Slovakia, — and that too only under the shadow of 
Czech bayonets and in a territory lying outside present-day 
Ruthenia.

• •

But, to return to the discussion of the results achieved 
by the Peace Conference. On May 8th., 1919, at the night 
conference of the Foreign Ministers already referred to, when 
dealing with Czecho-Slovakia, M. Benes, Czecho-Slovak 
Foreign Minister, alluded also to the Ruthenian question, 
declaring inter alia that the Ruthenians belonged to the same 
language group as the Slovaks, from whom they were 
separated only by the Carpathians. According to him (M.

3 Ibid.
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Benes) the two peoples were closely related, their languages 
being practically identical too, there being only slight tran
sitional shades of dialect differentiating them. The Ruthenians 
— M. Benes asserted on this occasion too — did not wish 
to remain under Hungarian rule, but were anxious to form 
an ‘ ‘autonomous State" in close union with Czecho-Slovakia. 
The then Foreign Minister of Czecho-Slovakia, when sub
mitting this question to the Peace Conference, added that 
the incorporation would probably involve considerable ma
terial sacrifices on the part of Czecho-Slovakia; but urged 
that this was the only solution calculated to ensure the 
common Czech-Rumanian frontier, which — with the Czech- 
Yugoslav-Adria corridor — was in the interests of all the 
Succession States alike.4

This latter remark is of exceptional importance, seeing 
that it throws light on the political motives which made the 
acquisition of Ruthenia a matter of such vital significance for 
the Czechs. The reason why the Czechs had originally pro
posed to sever Burgenland from Hungary and go shares in 
that territory with the Servians was that they might have a 
frontier adjoining Yugoslavia and that Hungary might be 
enclosed on the west too, — a solution of the question not 
abandoned until the Great Powers (and Italy in particular) 
showed their disapproval and then exchanged for the expedient 
of incorporating Western Hungary in Austria (a solution which 
is in reality a pan-German idea): and the reason why the 
Czechs wanted Ruthenia so badly was that they might have 
a bridge connecting them with Rumania. The other motives 
adduced by them served merely to disguise the real —  and 
paramount — motive. And they were rather clumsy in their 
work: for the assertions made by the Czechs as usual proved 
to run diametrically counter to the truth.

For the Ruthenians —  like the Serbians, Croatians, 
Poles, Bulgarians, Czechs, etc., — though as Slavs they are 
naturally related to the Slovaks, are by no means close re
latives of that people. Every student of Slav linguistics with 
only an elementary knowledge of his subject is fully aware 
that the Ruthenians are most closely related — both

4 D . H . M iller, op . cit. V o l. 16., p . 231.
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linguistically and racially — to the Ruthenians or "Little 
Russians” of Galicia and Russia —  in other words to the 
Ukrainians, — and not the Slovaks; while their literary 
language has developed under the influence of the Slav of 
the Liturgy and of Russian proper. The Slovaks belong 
culturally to the Western group; and those of them who are 
not Protestants, but Catholics, use the Latin liturgy, while 
the Ruthenians belong to the Uniate Church, some of them 
being indeed members of the Orthodox (Russian) Church. 
The Slovaks use the Latin alphabet, the Ruthenians the 
Cyrillic. At the points of immediate contact between the two 
peoples (or. to be more precise, between the Eastern Slovaks 
and the Ruthenian people) — viz. to the west of present-day 
Ruthenia, in East Slovakia — , they have naturally influenced 
one another both linguistically and racially; and, as is the 
case generally with Slav peoples, certain transitional forms 
and dialects have come into existence as common peculiarities: 
but these dialects constitute a transition, not between the 
Ruthenian and Middle Slovak (i. e. the literary language of 
the Slovaks), but between Ruthenian and Eastern Slovak, 
which latter, with its accentuation of words on the penultimate 
syllable, its whole system of phonetics and its vocabulary, 
cannot well be regarded as a Slovak language at all, being 
really just as independent a branch of the western Slav 
group as Czech, Slovak or Polish.

The weakness of Dr. Benes's arguments was felt by Lord 
Balfour, British Foreign Minister, too; and — although his 
doing so did not in any way affect the decision of the Council 
of Foreign Ministers to annex Ruthenia to Czecho-Slovakia 
— Lord Balfour pointed out that the relationship between 
the Ruthenians and the Slovaks was not close enough to 
allow of the former being incorporated without adequate 
guarantees in the same State as the latter.5

The guarantees in question were discussed on May 15th., 
1919, in the Czecho-Slovak Committee, when Dr. Benes 
declared his readiness, subject to certain reservations, to 
agree that Czecho-Slovakia should guarantee the Ruthenians 
the most generous local autonomy. The most important

5 D . H . M iller, op. cit. V o l. 16., p . 231.
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fundamental principles underlying the Memorandum sub
mitted by desire of the Committee were as follows:

1. The boundaries of Ruthenia were to be determined 
by agreement between the Czecho- Slovak Republic and the 
Ruthenian Diet.

2. Ruthenia was to have an independent Diet exercising 
legislative powers in linguistic, school and religious matters 
as well as in all questions referred to its sphere of authority 
by the Czecho-Slovak legislature. The laws passed by the 
Diet were to be “ratified" by the President of the Czecho
slovak Republic and countersigned by the Governor, who 
was to be responsible to the Diet.

3. In all other matters Ruthenia was to be represented in 
the legislative body of the Czecho-Slovak Republic by a 
number of Deputies elected in conformity with the provisions 
of the Czecho-Slovak Constitution, the said Deputies not to 
possess the right of voting on legislative questions belonging 
to the sphere of authority of the Ruthenian Diet.

4. The head of the Ruthenian Government was to be a 
Governor appointed by the President of the Republic who 
was to exercise the supreme power in linguistic, school and 
religious matters and in all matters connected with the 
internal administration. In all other matters the supreme 
authority was to be the Czecho-Slovak Government. Separate 
Ruthenian sections were to be organised in the several 
ministries. The Ruthenian courts of law were to form an 
organic part of the Czecho-Slovak administration of justice. 
However, in cases where the Parties were entitled to appeal 
to courts of justice (authorities) functioning outside Ruthenia, 
the matter was to be referred to a special court.

5. All public officials belonging to the VII. and lower 
categories (the VII. category being then that of a rank cor
responding to that of lieutenant-colonel) should be appointed 
by the Governor; those belonging to higher categories — on 
the nomination of the Governor and the Czecho-Slovak 
Cabinet Council — by the President of the Republic.

6. Ruthenia was to be represented in the Cabinet
16



HUNGARY’S FRONTIERS AT THE PEACE CONFERENCE

Council by a minister without portfolio appointed by the 
President of the Republic from among nationals of the State.8

The Committee having, on May 17th., approved the 
fundamental principles of the Memorandum, the latter was 
on May 23rd. submitted to the Council of Foreign Ministers. 
During the meeting of the latter Mr. Lansing, American 
Secretary of State, expressed a wish to the effect that the 
public officials should as far as possible be elected from 
among the Ruthenian inhabitants.1

The proposal of the Czecho-Slovak Committee was on 
May 29th. submitted to the “New States Committee” , whose 
sphere of activity included also the minority question. This 
latter Committee approved the proposal the same day (May 
29th.), that proposal tallying almost word for word with the 
definitive text of the minority treaty.8 The latter indeed did 
not go quite so far as the six points of M. Benes’s 
Memorandum already referred to. For it does not contain 
measures corresponding to Points 1, 4, 5 and 6 and to the 
second sentence of Point 2. On the other hand, however, in 
deference to Mr. Lansing's wish, it stipulates that the public 
officials are to be appointed as far as possible from among 
the local inhabitants. The Czecho-Slovak Delegation later on 
attempted to have the provisions of the minority treaty 
amended in favour of Czecho-Slovakia, — desiring, namely 
(that was on August 12th.), that the words "local administra
tion" occurring in Article 11 should be replaced by the 
expression "parish administration" (“administration com
munal” ) : an amendment which would have been equivalent 
to making the sphere of authority of the autonomous Diet 
extend, not to the whole field of self-government, but only 
to the administration of parishes (towns and villages). How
ever, this proposal was rejected.9

*
* *

In this connection we must remind our readers also of

8 D. H. Miller, op. cit. Vo-1. 13., p. 91. ff. and Vol. 16., p. 316. ff.
7 D. H. Miller, op. cit. Vol. XVI, p. 348. ff.
8 See D. H. Miller, op. cit. Vol. XIII. p. 98.
9 D. H. Miller, op. cit. Vol. XIII. p. 401 and 406.
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the Czecho-Slovak Memorandum usually spoken of as 
“Memoire No. 6” ,10 11 which was drafted by the present 
President of Czecho-Slovakia, M. Benes, himself.11 The first 
thing asserted by M, Benes in this Memorandum is that in 
the case of the Ruthenians the official Hungarian statistics 
distort the real figures much more seriously than in the case 
of the other non-Magyar nationalities. According to the data 
relating to the parishes in Hungary — he said — there were 
537,962 Ruthenians living in Hungary in 1900, — that being
108,000 (25°/o) more than the number shown by the statistics 
published by the Hungarian State. Let us look more closely 
into this matter.

According to the 1910 Hungarian Census, in the territory 
severed from Hungary and annexed to Czecho-Slovakia 
433,096 Ruthenians were living. As against this, the 1921 
Czecho-Slovak Census shows 458,128 Ruthenians living in 
this territory. When we consider that the Ruthenian people 
is extremely prolific (the increase shown by the Czecho
slovak Censuses as having ensued between 1910 and 1921 
is one of 17%), we find that the number of Ruthenians should 
have risen between 1910 and 1921, not to 458,128, but to at 
least 500,000. This conclusion does not in the very least 
serve to prove the correctness of the Czecho-Slovak data, 
proving on the contrary how much more exact were the data 
of the Hungarian statistics. The Czechs considered the 
figures relating to the Ruthenians shown in the Hungarian 
Census to be too low: yet we find them here showing com

10 This memorandum has been described at length by Dr. Ernest 
Flachbarth in the first volume of his work entitled "System des inter- 
nationalen Minderheitenrechtes” (p. 431). The original text in French 
with a German translation of the memorandum is given in Dr. Herman 
Raschhofer's book entitled “Die tschecho-slowakischen Denkschriften fur 
die Friedenskonferenz von Paris 1919/1920”. (Berlin, 1937, Beitrage zum 
auslandischen offentlichen Recht und Volkerrecht. Herausgegeben vom 
Institut fur auslandisches offentliches Recht und Volkerrecht in Berlin, 
Heft 24, pp. 206 to 223.) This book also contains the full text of 
Memorandum No. 5 concerning Slovakia (pp. 158 to 205). This book 
appeared only a few weeks ago, so that we did not know of these 
Memorandums when the first part o.f our present essay went to press 
but will seize the next opportunity for giving them due consideration.

11 See Raschhofer, op. cit. p. VIII.
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paratively fewer Ruthenians than the number given in the 
Hungarian statistics which were so badly abused at the 
Peace Conference — and indeed prior to and subsequently 
to that Conference.

In the next Chapter the Czecho-Slovak Memorandum 
deals with the ethnical, political and social conditions pre
vailing in the Ruthenian territory, attributing the fact that 
in 1907 no fewer than 4753 Ruthenians emigrated from 
Hungary, to “the policy of oppression” of the Hungarians and 
to the “ deliberate negligence" shown by the Budapest 
Government in respect of territories regarded as “ dangerous 
from the point of view of the Hungarian regime" — (“Elle 
est due a la politique d'oppression des Magyars et a la 
negligence voulue dont le gouvernement de Budapest faisait 
preuve a l’egard des regions considerees comme dangereuses 
pour la domination magyare").12 As against this assertion it 
will suffice to remind our readers that the number of 
Ruthenians who emigrated from Czecho-Slovakia in the 
year 1929 was 3822,13 — and that notwithstanding the fact 
that in the period in question the United States of North 
America subjected immigration to severe restrictions.

At the Peace Conference and ever since, the Hungarian 
nation has constantly shown its unreserved readiness to 
make it dependent upon the decision of the Ruthenes them
selves whether they wish to belong to Czecho-Slovakia or to 
Hungary. This willingness to consult the people concerned 
does not look as though Hungary had the slightest ground 
for believing that the “Ruthenes sought to flee to the Czech 
freedom from Hungary's yoke” .

As for the assertion of the Czechs to the effect that the 
Hungarian Government neglected the Ruthenians and treated 
them with contempt, regarding the territory inhabited by them 
as “ dangerous", what we have said above offers a sufficient 
answer.

The Czech Memorandum referred also to the circum
stance that the number of illiterates in Ruthenia was a very

12 Raschhofer, op cit. p. 206.
13 "Mitteilungen des Statistischen Staatsamtes der cechoslowaki- 

schen Republik."
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large one. This assertion is of particular interest to us in the 
present connection, because it proves that the Czechs were 
already familiar with the low intellectual standard of the 
Ruthenians, Now the fact that the Czechs postponed and 
are still postponing the fulfilment of the obligation under
taken by them at the Peace Conference —  viz, to grant 
Ruthenia autonomy, not at a fixed period, but immediately 
after the Peace Conference —  on the ground that the number 
of illiterates is very large, impels us to establish the fact 
that their procedure in this matter has been anything but 
straightforward, seeing that they should have told the Peace 
Conference that for that reason they would not be able until 
later to put the autonomy promised by them in force. 
According to official Czecho-Slovak statistics concerning 
illiterates in Ruthenia, the proportion of illiterates in this 
province has continued to be 65.67 ° / o  during the Czecho
slovak regime.14

Chapter III, of the Memorandum also rejects the sug
gestion of the union of Ruthenia and Eastern Galicia or 
Russia or the Ukraine or Poland respectively. Then it pro
tests against the Hungarian solution, declaring that the 
Ruthenians had suffered “monstrously” under Hungarian 
rule, and that both prior to the Great War and during the 
War the Hungarians had sued “ innocent" Ruthenian fellow- 
citizens en masse. According to the Memorandum the 
Ruthenians themselves were opposed to this solution, which 
in the opinion of the Czechs would run counter to justice 
and to all those principles of democracy on behalf of which 
the Great War had been fought.15 The only “monstrous” trial 
referred to by the Memorandum — evidently owing to there 
being no others available — was that at Maramarossziget 
(1912).

In this trial the two Russian agents (the Gerovski 
brothers) and the chief accused pleaded guilty to the 
charge of carrying on the forcible conversion to the Pravo- 
slav faith of the Ruthenes and admitted that they had been 
doing so in order to assist the Tsar of the Russians in his 11

11 “Ceskoslovenska Statistika.” Vol. 37.
14 Raschhofer, op. cit. p. 212.
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endeavours “to free the Ruthenes” . On the ground of their 
confessions, one of the accused was sentenced to 4 years 
and 6 months State confinement, two were sentenced to 3 
years and 2 and a half years respectively, three received 
terms of 2 years each, and 25 accused were condemned to 
terms ranging from six months to one year and eight months.16 
The choice by the Hungarian Court of the penalty of State 
confinement bears testimony to the generosity of Hungarian 
judicature towards these simple Ruthenian peasants, whom it 
treated as political prisoners. It should be borne in mind that 
State confinement was but a “custodia honesta” , by no means 
a defaming punishment. Prisoners in State confinement were 
allowed to receive visitors, to read, to correspond freely, to 
smoke etc. A  comparison between the sentences passed by 
the Hungarian Court and the sentence of 15 years' hard 
labour inflicted on University Professor Tuka clearly shows 
how the Czecho-Slovak State is settling accounts with its 
adversaries even in cases when the case for the prosecution 
is far from being as clearly proven as it was in the Marmaros 
trial.

The final conclusions drawn by the Memoire are the 
following:

"1. The Ruthenians of Hungary, who form a nation 
closely related to the Slovaks, are living under the same 
conditions as the Slovaks, with whom they are in the closest 
contact, so that their incorporation in Czecho-Slovakia would 
not cause any difficulty at all: 2. This is the solution best 
in keeping with political reality and with the principles of 
justice. In any case such a solution must be the express wish 
of the Ruthenian inhabitants of Hungary: 3. Certain repre
sentatives of the Ruthenians of Hungary have already 
expressed an opinion in favour of such solution."17

The point that strikes us particularly in the above 
conclusions is the stipulation — which we cannot but approve 
— that the “ Czech solution” must be by express wish of 
the Ruthenians of Hungary themselves. Now, the very reason

16 Miskolczy Agost: “A  maramarosi skizma-per 1913— 1914-ben.” 
Magyar Szemle. Vol. IV, Year 1928, p. 311.

17 Raschhofer, op. cit. p. 214.
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why the Hungarians have protested at all times — and still 
protest — against the incorporation of Ruthenia in Czecho
slovakia, is that the Ruthenian people itself has never 
desired such incorporation. That is why we continuously 
keep demanding that the definitive political allotment of 
Ruthenia shall be decided by plebiscite.

Their assertion to the effect that certain representatives 
of the Ruthenians (they did not yet dare to go so far as to 
assert that it was the majority of the Ruthenian people) had 
decided in favour of the “Czech solution” , the Czechs 
attempted to support by producing two documents. Let us 
see what these documents were.

The first was a protocol signed in Budapest on December 
18th., 1918,18 — on behalf of the delegation “of Carpathian 
Russia” — by an individual of the name of Michael Komar- 
nicky which reported that 22 Members of the Ruthenian 
National Council of Szolyva (Salava) headed by Komarnicky 
had submitted to the Budapest representative of the Czecho
slovak Republic (it happened to be M. Milan Hodza, the 
present Premier of Czecho-Slovakia) certain complaints and 
requests. According to the latter the Ruthenian population 
desired autonomy in the territories of the Counties of Ung, 
Bereg, Ugocsa and Maramaros and wished to be annexed as 
an autonomous territory either to the Ukraine or — a solution 
preferable for economic and geographical reasons — to 
Czecho-Slovakia. At the same time the delegation also 
expressed a wish to the effect that the Commander-in-chief 
of the Allied Armies should issue orders for the occupation 
of the Ruthenian territory of Hungary either by the Ukrainian 
or by the Czecho-Slovak army, as also that — as a con
sequence of the complete lack of provisions —  no com
mandeering should be carried out in the Ruthenian territories, 
provision being made as far as possible to relieve the painful 
food conditions prevailing in those territories. In witness 
whereof the delegation deposited 452 signatures with the 
Budapest representative of the Czecho-Slovak Republic.

Who is this Michael Komarnicky to whom Dr. Benes 
referred as one of the “certain representatives” of the

18 Ibid. p. 216—218.
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Ruthenian people? We must admit that this gentleman's 
name is unknown to us outside “Memoire No, 6". If he really 
exists, he never played any part in the political, cultural, 
economic or social life of the Ruthenians either prior to 1918 
or subsequently. And we do not know even the names of the 
22 persons forming the "delegation” headed by this Mr. 
Komarnicky, Nor do we know the names of the 452 persons 
who signed the "complaints and request" submitted by Mr. 
Komarnicky, We should be deeply grateful to the Czecho
slovak Foreign Ministry if it would publish — now, nineteen 
years after the drafting of the said "protocol" —  at least 
the names of those persons; for otherwise we should be 
impelled to believe that those persons do not exist at all.

But, whether those persons exist or not, the wish of 452 
individuals is certainly not sufficient ground for annexing to 
a foreign State 600,000 souls (that was approximately the 
population of Ruthenia according to the 1910 Census). The 
village of Szolyva (Salava) which supplied the "delegation” 
that is alleged to have waited on the representative of the 
Czecho-Slovak State in 1918 in Budapest, according to the 
1910 Census had a population of altogether 3570 souls, of 
whom less than 50°/o (viz. 1698) were of Ruthenian na
tionality, Another point worth noting is that the "delegation” 
itself did not decide definitively whether it preferred to be 
annexed to the Ukraine or to Czecho-Slovakia.

The Memorandum has another Protocol annexed to it,1*
— that, namely, which was signed by 17 Members of the 
Executive Committee (Comite directive) of the Eperjes 
(Presov) National Council, the list of signatures being headed 
by that of Dr. Anthony Beszkid, whom the Czechs later on
— in recognition of his services in this connection — 
appointed Governor of Ruthenia, — though of course without 
granting him any sphere of authority at all. This Protocol 
is dated January 7th., 1919, — i. e. after Eperjes had been 
occupied by the Czech troops. According to the protocol the 
Executive Committee unanimously accepted the proposals 
submitted by Dr. Beszkid to the effect that "on the terms 
agreed upon and as an autonomous part of the Republic of

19 Ibid. p. 220—222.
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an expressly Ruthenian character" ("a des conditions deter
m ines comme partie autonome de cette republique posse- 
dant un car act ere exclusivement ruthene”)  they should join 
Czecho-Slovakia; and the Committee authorised Dr. Beszkid 
to negotiate with the Czecho-Slovak Government on behalf 
of the Council and to endeavour to secure the most favourable 
conditions "in connection with the establishment of our State 
within the given framework" ( “ lors de la creation de notre 
Etat dans le cadre donne”).

The 17 signatures of the Protocol were very poor ground 
for the incorporation of Ruthenia in Czecho-Slovakia — 
particularly in view of the fact that the Eperjes National 
Council was not elected by the people, but was a revolu
tionary formation assembled at random, and that — as we 
have seen — the National Councils of places lying in present- 
day Ruthenia were in favour of incorporation either in 
Hungary or in the Ukraine. But, even if the legal ground had 
been adequate then, it would long ago have lost its efficacy ; 
for the conditions on which Beszkid and his party decided 
in favour of incorporation have never been fulfilled. As may 
be seen clearly from the above quotations, what these people 
dreamed of was Ruthenia as a separate State in a federalised 
Czecho-Slovakia possessing a decidedly and exclusively 
Ruthenian character. Now Articles 10— 13 of the Saint 
Germain Minority Treaty and § 3 of the Czecho-Slovak 
Constitution know nothing of an independent Ruthenia, whose 
Ruthenian character has indeed disappeared owing to the 
fact that the Czecho-Slovak Government has not carried into 
effect a single letter of the provisions relating to the autonomy 
of Ruthenia contained in the Minority Treaty and in the 
Czecho-Slovak Constitution itself.

And finally, to the Memorandum a map was annexed 
which will be found on p. 25 of the present issue. This map 
was very well calculated to mislead the Peace Conference 
which was quite unfamiliar with conditions in Hungary.

This map shows present-day Ruthenia to be everywhere 
inhabited by a Ruthenian majority. The 1910 Census, on the 
other hand, showed a Hungarian (Magyar) majority of 95% 
in the Beregszasz (Berehovo) Circuit of today, there being 
Hungarian majorities also in the Ruthenian section of the
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Map annexed to 'Memoire N° 6' submitted to Peace Conference. In contravention of the real facts 
the whole of Ruthenia is marked as inhabited solely by Ruthenians: while on the other hand the 
Ruthenian character of the northern strip of East Slovakia inhabited by Ruthenians has been

simply obliterated.
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Nagykapos (Velke Kapusany) Circuit (56.58%) and in the 
Ruthenian section of the Ungvar (Uzhorod) Circuit (58.15%). 
Although the well-known methods of the Czecho-Slovak 
Census had by 1921 reduced the proportion of Hungarians 
living in the two latter Circuits to 35.89% and 35.40% 
respectively, even the 1930 Czecho-Slovak Census showed 
37,178 Hungarians (71.51°fa) living in the Beregszasz Circuit. 
This latter datum suffices in itself to prove the mala tides 
of the drafters of that map, the object of which was to secure 
the allotment to Czecho-Slovakia also of the Hungarian areas 
of the Ruthenia of today.

Whereas the map endeavours to show the existence 
everywhere in Slovakia of “ Czecho-Slovak" islands, — in 
most cases in diametrical contravention of the real truth —, 
it fails to show the Hungarian islands existing in Slovakia 
and Ruthenia, through there are plenty of such, particularly 
in the towns.

And, finally, although the map shows a majority of 
“Czecho-Slovaks” of less than 50% in the morthern section 
of East Slovakia, nevertheless by the use of deceptive shading 
it creates the impression that these “Czecho-Slovaks" are 
not Ruthenians, whereas they are just as much Ruthenians 
as are the inhabitants of the immediately adjoining territory 
shown as Ruthenian on the map. Why, even the 1930 Czecho
slovak Census showed a Ruthenian majority of 70A9°fa and 
78°fa respectively in the Circuits of Felsovizkdz (Visny 
Svidnik) and Mezolaborc (Medzilaborec), while the 1921 
Czecho-Slovak Census showed the existence of an absolute 
majority (50.74°/o) of Ruthenians in the Stropko (Stropkov) 
Circuit and a relative majority (48.1 l°jo) of Ruthenians in 
the Homonna (Humenne) Circuit. The object of the carto
graphers was evidently to conceal the territories in East 
Slovakia with a Ruthenian majority and thereby prevent 
those territories being annexed to the autonomous province of 
Ruthenia. We must, namely, not forget that the Ruthenians 
still claim — as they did originally in 1918 too — the 
sections of the former Counties of Szepes, Saros and Zemplen 
inhabited by Ruthenians.

26



HUNGARY'S FRONTIERS AT THE PEACE CONFERENCE

We believe that what has been said above has enabled 
us effectually to refute the assertions put forward by Dr. 
Benes at the Peace Conference in justification of the 
severance of Ruthenia from Hungary and the annexation of 
that province to Czecho-Slovakia, — an end which he un
fortunately achieved. The data supplied by Dr. Benes were 
namely not checked either by the Council of Four, or by the 
Council of Foreign Ministers or indeed by the Czecho-Slovak 
Committee, — all of which forums took them as sterling 
truth, only Lord Balfour expressing doubts as to whether the 
relationship between the Slovaks and the Ruthenians so much 
stressed by Dr. Benes was really so close as Dr. Benes would 
have it to be. As a consequence the Peace Conference 
annexed to Czecho-Slovakia, not only those territories of 
Ruthenia in which the Ruthenians are undoubtedly in the 
majority, but the Hungarian sections of Ruthenia too. 
These territories were annexed without a plebiscite being 
held which would have enabled the Conference to ascertain 
the real wishes of the Ruthenian people, — and that not
withstanding the fact that “Memoire No. 6" of the Czecho
slovak Government itself admitted that the so-called "Czech 
solution” must be by express wish of the Ruthenians them
selves. The protocols which were employed by the Czechs 
in an attempt to prove that the Ruthenian people was 
anxious to be incorporated in their country — even if we 
presume the signatures they contain are all genuine — were 
signed by altogether 469 persons out of a total population 
of 600,000! And the Peace Conference nevertheless allotted 
this territory to Czecho-Slovakia.

It is true, indeed, that the allotment was made subject 
to certain guarantees being given by Czecho-Slovakia, These 
guarantees, which Lord Balfour was the first to demand, 
are contained in Articles 10— 13 of the Saint Germain 
Minority Treaty, which guarantee the Ruthenians living south 
of the Carpathians a very far-reaching autonomy. The 
"Danubian Review” has repeatedly pointed out that the 
Czecho-Slovak Government has so far not fulfilled a single 
letter of the provisions of that Treaty; so on the present 
occasion we shall refrain from again summarising the breaches 
of treaty obligations committed by that Government. All we
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would do is to note that the guarantees originally offered 
spontaneously by Dr. Benes went much farther than the 
Treaty of Saint Germain and that the Czecho-Slovak Govern
ment is nevertheless continuously flouting even the latter. 
At the Peace Conference the Czecho-Slovak Delegation 
promised everything; for they knew in advance that whatever 
obligations might be undertaken those obligations would 
never be fulfilled.

The Hungarian nation will however never cease to re
mind Czecho-Slovakia and the world at large of the existence 
of these international obligations and in the event of a failure 
to fulfil those obligations will be impelled to regard as 
unfulfilled also the condition (autonomy) on which Ruthenia 
and the Ruthenian districts of East Slovakia were allotted 
to Czecho-Slovakia. The Hungarian nation will then demand 
the restoration by peaceful means of this territory, in 
particular of the southern —  Hungarian —  districts of the 
same.
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